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.0, Box 944213
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Dear Mr. Thompson:

RPI/Bio Gro. a Waste Management Company thanks vou for the opportunity to comment on the

Page ES-6 Overview

Draft Environmental Impact Report,
Biosolids Land Application
June 1999 ‘

ECT My ’
Within this paragraph. please provide clarification as w the starus of individua! Waste
Discharge Requirements (WDR’s) regulating current biosolids land appiication. and if
they wili be impacted by the adoption of the Generai Order.

Page £S-7, 3" paragraph

The “threat to waier quality” complexiry ratings brings about negalive ¢onnotations to the
biosolids application. The majority of problems associated with land application of
bioselids are pubiic perception. and this rating system implies thar no matnier how big the
farm there wili be a threat to water quality if biosoiids are applied.

Page ES-9, 7" bullet, reads as follows:
“...for land rectamation sites if a ¢erified agronomist, registered agricubral engineer, or

D_raﬁ _Ehvironmemal ] lmpam' Report Covering' General - Waste Discharge Requirements -{or

Biosolids Lgad Application. RPI/Bie Gro supports the decument, however has atacked a 45-1 registered civil engineez..."”

dogument with suygested changes. ) )

T . L ] ) i 0 SUIZESIS:

resz-;:;:.ur; li-[s::;ac:g::]z;cmchconc.em.m"volve_ VehICJE. iravei mil_e limits. farr runoff contros, more “..._for land recl_amation site_s ifa ce_rti_ﬁed a_gronomist. certified soil scientist, regisiered
B < than the scientifizally impesed Faderal 503 Rule. Buch of these paints are  §45-2 agriculwral enginzer. or registered civil engineer...”

discussed in detail in the attached documznt.

RPI/Biu _Grs: requests that we remain on the mailing list and receive a copy of the Final EIR. For
further discussion, feel free to contact me or Brian Mohr at (510)613-283¢.

The American Sociery of Agronomy has implemented the ARCPACS certification
program fe bring rigorous induswy standards for agronomists and seil scientists alike.
The study of s0il science invelves both the macro and micre scale of the environment.
Soils are the buifer berween the air and water, as well as a2 medium for plant growth.
Soils are dynamic 2nd complex by nawre. and soil scientists specialize in understanding

Sinc : A ) S o
ere!y,. the interactions betwesn the chemical, biological, and pnvsical components.  Also see

e de AManks comments on and Page 3-23.

Heidi Mark:

: s Page ES-9. 8 bullet, reads as follows:

Technical Services Ceordinator

cer Brian Mobr, RFBio Gre

Encl.

Ma{‘k Adeison, RWQCR 8, 3737 Main 5t., Suite 509. Kiverside, CA 92501-3339
Je'hxe[ Cass. RWQUB 6, 15428 Civic Dr., Suite 100, Victorville, CA 92392-2359
Bill Croyle. RWQCB 3.3443 Routier Rd., Suite A, Sacramento, CA 95827-3003

NI Khilnani, RWQCR 7, 73-720 Fred Waring Dr,, Palm Desert, CA 92260
Rebecca Stewart, RWQCB 9. 9771 Clairmont Mesa Bivd.. Suite B, San Diego, CA 92124

SAEXCHANGEHEID ey it oz

*...30 days of appiication unless a sufficient buffer of grass:(more than 33 feer) ..."

RPI/Big Gro suggasis:
“...30 daxs of application unless a sufficient buffer of vegetation (more than 30 fzar) ...
The suggest=d “vegeration” is more general than grass, and msy account for crop
residues, etc.

Page ES-9, 10™ bullet, reads as follows:
No apolication ar incorporation into the soil is permitted when wind may rzasonably de

expected 10 causs airbome parsiculass to drift from the site.
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‘Bio Gro suggests deleting the statement because of the subjectivicy of reader. The 4 the project would bs rermt zated and not jusi completed for 2 given year. Wotfication
word reasonably 15 subjective and may be used when suspicions are both legitimaie and 45-7 should be restricted 10 neighboring residents as opposed 1o landowners, many of whom 45-10
not legitimare. are absentee. Ostensibiv, the purpose of motification is to inform potennally affected
’ {cont) parties rather than alarm peopie upon which there will be no direct impact. (cont)
The vast majority of biosolids contain 70 10 85% water. As such, it is exwamely unlikely !
that any biogolids would de ransported off site. Page ES-11, 3rd baullec, reads as follows:
“Groundwater monitoring would generaliv be required if the depth o groundwater at ihe
Page £5-9, 117 bullet, reads as follows: disposal site is less than 25 feet and biesolids wouid be applied to the site more than
No application is permitted in areas subject to erosion or washout oftsite. twice ina 3 — year period.” 45-11
RFP[/Bio Gro suggests: RPVRI0 Gro suggssis striking this requirement. Research has continuously demonstrated
No application is permitted in areas subject to guliy eresion or washout ofisite. - the fare of merals and pathogen movement is a minimal threat 1o groundwaier.
There are many different kinds of erosion. It can be in subtie forms such as shest Table ES-I, page 2 Mitigation Measure: 4-2 Extended grazing restriction penod to allow for
erosion, or more appear in more dramatic forms such as rill and gully erosion. All soil. 45-8 S0C biodegradation
and cermainly every farm field, is subject to some form of erosion and the potential for
eresion increases with the required tillage practices. Prohibiting the land application of RPI/Bio Gro suggesys eliminating this mitigation measure. The potential for pathogens 1o
biosolids to land subisct to erosion would necessarily preclude land appiication survive dimmishes over time with exposurs to the harsh s0il envirenment and ulmavioler 45-12
alwogether. radiarion from sunlight. The EPA conducted extensive research, which ineluded a risk
assessment based on 14 different pathways. and detenmined that 3¢ davs after biosolids
It should also be pointed cur that crganic marter is the sole factor that can reduce soil zpplication is a safe and protective time period urtil arazing and livestock activity may
erosion by improving sotl swructure and improving water absorption. resume.
Page ES-10, 5* bullet, reads as follows: Table ES-1, page 3 reads Ympact has a misspelling 45-13
“If the slops of the application site is greater than 10%, an erosion conwol plan must be
prepared by a qualified erosion conrol specialist.” Table ES-I, page 3 Mitigation Measure 3-2: Extended grazing restriction period ro allow for
45-9 pathogen reduction.
RP[/Bio Gro suggesrs:
If the slope of ihe apph\.auon site is greater than 10%, an erosion conmrel plan must be RPIBio Gro suggssts eliminating this mitigation measuze. The potential for pathogens to 45-14
prepared by a qualified erosion control specialist or certified soil scientist. survive diminisn2s overtime -with expesurs 10 the harsh soil environment and sunlight.
The EPA conducted extensive research, which included a risk assessment based on 14
See comments on items ES-9, bullet 7 and Page 3-23. different pathwayvs. and determined that 30 days after biosolids appiication is a safe and
protective ime period until grazing and livestock activiry may resume.
Page ES-11, 1st bullet, reads as folows;
An NOI must be submitted for each biosolids source and discharze size.  Specific Table ES-I, page 3 Mirtigation Measure 10-2; Control fugitive dust from enpaved roads
agencies, adjacent residents, adjacent landowners idenoified in the GO and anv local
agency with jurisdiction: aver the application site must be notified.  The RWQCS must ' RPI/Bio Gro suggests:
be notified of project completion through submital of a Notice of Termination and a Minimize fugitive dust from unpaved roads with a mandatory spead limit of 13 mph. 45-15
Final Discharge and Monitoring Reposi.
. Mest farms receiving biosolids throughow the state are in rural areas with few sensitive
RPLBio Gro suggests: 45-10 PMILO and PM 2.3 receprors.  Also, becauss of the majority of agricultural sites arz
Au initial NOI mus: be submitted for cach discharge site including all of the biesolids - tocarzd in rurai areas whers thn roads are typically not paved, imposing a fimit on fruck
sources. Specific agencies and adjacent residents adjocent-tapdowness 1dennfied in the travej miles per dav is not fzasible for many sites.
GO and any local agency with jurisdicrion over the application site must be notified.
The RWQCBE must be notified of project rermination through submimal of a Norice of Table ES-I, page 6 reads:
Termination and a Final Discharee and Monitoring Report. “Mirtigation Measure 10-1; Properiy maintain vehicles in socd operating condition and 45-16
limit ruck wrave! en paved roads to +.300 VMT.”
The suggested changes would clarify the frequency. of reporiing requirements and
because land application projzcts tend to be long term, ongoing projects it ¢larifies that N

w
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——
Mitiganon Measure 10-1: Properly maintain vehicies in good operating condition and
minimize muck wavel on paved roads.

Moast biosolids sources are sitared among urban areas. Most farms receiving biosolids
are in rural farm areas. Because of urban sprawl, the distance bernween the biosolids
source and farms are often quite considerable 2nd would make the land application
unfeasible.

Table ES-I, page 6 reads:
“Mitigation Measure 10-2: Conwol fugitive dust from unpaved roads™

Minimize fugitive dust from unpaved roads with a mandatory spesd limit of 13 mph.

Most farms receiving biosolids throughout the state are in rural arzas with few sensitive
PMI10 and PM 2.5 receprors. In addinion, sources of water for watering down roads with
water mucks are not always available.
PTER 2. Progra escriptio
Page 2-11, 2" paragraph
Clarify whether the NOI is required each vear of iniended biosolids applicaticn or a
whether it's just a one-fime requirement at the onse: of the project.

Page 2-11, 3rd paragraph
The “threat 1o water quality” complexity ratings brings about negative connotations to the
biosolids application. The majoricy of problems associated with land application of
bigsolids stem from pubiic perception, and thig rating system implies that no marer how
big the farm there will be a threat to water quality il bioselids are applied.

Table 2-5, RPV Bio Gro suggests removing the Molvbdenum cumulative loading limits, in
accordance with the 40 CFR 503 standards. As the court found in the EPA lawsuit, there
is no scientific jusiification for including the Molybdenum level. Furthermore, the issue
regarding the poteniial toxicity of molybdenum o livestock is essentially an issue of
nutrinonal balance, i.¢.. an excess of molybdenum in relation to other elements is what
brings about toxicity problems. In biosolids, this is never a problem. because bicsolids
provide a balanced source of autdents to the soil.

A 3. Soi vdrology, and YW uality

Page 3-1, 3 paragraph titled Texture, reads:

“The pH {discussed below) of fine texwred soits ranges from near neutral 1o alkaline.”

1/Bi wgogsts deleting this sentence because it 13 not accurate. Soils vary in pH
depending on other factors, such as ¢limare, parent material, biclogical activiry, historical
farming practices, etc. In fact, there is absolutelv no correlation berwesn soil texmrs and
soil pH.

Page 3-2, 1" paragraph, reads:
“The pH of coarse texwured soils ranges {rom near neutral 1 acidic.”

45.16
(conr)
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45-19

45-20

45-21

45-22

Mr. Todd Thompson
Draft EIR comments
September 9, 1959

ro suggesis delenng rhis sentence because it is not accurate. See above.
Page 3-2, Cation Exchange Capaciry, 2" sentence reads:
“Carions (caicium and ammonium} are often essential for plant growth...”

T ngoesisc .
*“Cations (including calcium and nirogen) are ofter-esseniial for plant growth...” There
are a minimum of sixteen (some ne=d rwenry) essential elements for planr growth, and
they are: C, H, O, P, K, N, §, Ca, Fe, Mg, B, Mn. Cu, Zn, Cl, Mo.

Page 3-2, Organic Matter, reads:
“Organic matier, another important property of soil, enhances the phvsical condition of
surface soil by binding individual seil...” '
17 Bio Gro suggests: '
“Organic marer, another important property of soil, enhances the physical, biclogical,
and chemical soil properties iy binding individual soil...™

Seils are complex in nature. and the organic matter element impacts all three components
of soils: physicat, chemical, and biological.

Page 3-9, 1 paragraph, RPI/Bio Gra suggesis adding:
“At Clemson Umiversity (McLeod and Hegg, 1984) a study.of pasture runoff as 2 result
of using various inorganic and organic fertilizer sources was conducted. In the study the
authors concluded that runoff from plots with biosolids fertilizer had the least overall
potentizl for pollution when compared 1o plots zeceiving dairy manurss, poultry manures
or chemical fertilizers.

Referencz: McLeod, R. V. and R. O. Heeg. 1984, Pasture runoff water quahity from
applization of inerganic and oreanic nitrogen sources. J. Environ. Qual. 13:122-126.

Page 3-10, last paragraph. RPI/Bio Gro suggests including in the discussion of numient uptake
by plants via adsorption.

Page 3-11, Trace elements and heavy metals, reads:
“These occur in biosolids primarily in smail quantities and, when released, often form
sparingly soluble reaction products. Some wace elements are requirsd for plant growth,
whereas other heavy metals may be toxic to planis.”

/Bio Gro suggests:

Biosolids consist of both wace elements and heavy merais. most of which can be utilized
by the plaat. Most plants require sixieen essential elements for growth and development.
Due 10 the naturs of soils. those metals that san not be utilized by e plant will most
likely be bound within the soil and not available. Tue determination of whether or not 2n
ion will be taksn up by a piant root is a function of mass ionic balance or the relative
concentration of that ion in rslation the concenmation of other {ons present in the soil
solution
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other BMP's to minimize run-on/oif conmol, and do not typicaily build swucturss o 4

control mn-on/off from the entire watershed. Remember, these land appiication sites are 45-31
functioning farms, not dedicated disposal facilities. Thus, it is impractical  “conwol | {CORNL)
offsite runoff™ from any major storm event!

Page 3-13, Transport Mechanisms of Plant Nutrienes to Surface Warter and Groundwarter,
2™ pnraarnph reads:
“The applicarion of dewatered biosolids would probably have no significant impact on
the quahty of watel smanating fom watershed., in which dewartered biosoiids are

applied.”
Page 3-29, Empace: Potential Degradation of Groundwater Nutrients, reads:

ggesis: 45-28 “The GO defines the agronomic rates as “the nivogen requirements of the plant nesded
The appiication of dewatered biosolids would prebabls have me minimal for optimal growsh and production, as cited in professional publications for California,
impact on the quality of water emarnating from watersheds in which dewatered blosouds the County Agricultural Commissioner, or recommended by a Cerified Agronormst.”

are applied.
!

! ugge
“The GO defines the agronemic rates as “the nifrogen requirements of the plant needed 45-32
for aptimal growth and production, as cited in professional publications for California,
the County Agriculural Commissioner, or recommended by a Certified Agronomist or
Soil Scientist.”

There is much evidence to support that the properly managed land application of
biosolids is_ not going to impact the groundwater and surface water, so we believe the
impact potenilal 15 minimal.

Page 3-17, Synthetic Organic Compounds, paragraph 2 reads:
“The Part 303 regulations do not require that biosolids be testing for SOCs; however the Again, ARCPACS sets the standards for professional certifications for agronomists ard

proposed GO monitering program would require testing of oiosolids for PCBs and soil sciemists alike. Soil scientists are qualified to determine the ecological impiications
SVOCs.” of a recommended agronomic rate.

REI/Ei0 Gro suggests: 45-29 Page 3-31, 3™ paragraph, and throughout the document, EBE&Q_ngmm changing
In thz Risk Assessment used to establish the Part 303 Ruie, the United States National references to the RWQCB engineer 1o RWQCB staff. Not all RWQCB siaff warking on 45-33
oioselids related projects are engineers.

" Sewage Sludge Survey demonsirated that organic pollutants in biosolids occur at low
levels that do not pose significant cisk to the environment or public health. Adéditonally,
many of the pelluiants are no longer in use. or have been banned or reswicted for use in
the United States. Thus, based on the science from the NSSS findings. SOCs will

Page 3-32, 2* paragraph reads:
“The calcuiation of agronomic nimogen uptake rates...agriculural  engineers

continue to be measured as required by the wastewarter reaument plant NPDES permit. agronomists...”

Page 3-23. RPY/Bio Gro suggests adding the following after the 3 paragraph: RP1/Bio Gro suggests:
T‘ne ASA has also adoped the ARCPACS certification program that identifies “The calculation of agronomic nirogen upke rates...agricultural  engineers, 45-34
individuals in soil and plant sciences. ARCPACS maimiains a registry of cenified 45-30 agronomists. soil scientists...”

professionals in the follow;ncr areas: soils, agronomy, erops, weaed science, plant

pathology, and hericulrure. Again, ARCPACS sets the standards for professional cenifications for agronomists and

soi} scientisis alike. Soil scientists are qualified to determine the ecological impiications

Page 3-28_ last paragraph reads: of a recommended agronomic raze.

“The discharge of contaminants to surface waters from btosolids application sites can be

pravented by controlling oifsite runoff. avoiding wet-weather appiication of biosolids, Page 3-33, 2* paragraph reads:

and incorporating biosolids into the soil after application.” “As described above. the potential for surface water runoff of biosolids is low...
. prohibiting application to samrated or frozen ground or areas subject to washout,
PI/Bio Gro suge preventing runoff for the peried within 30 dayvs of application, and..."”
The discharge of contaminants o surface waters from biosolids application sitzs can be 45-31 . 45.35

minimized by cenwollineeoffSievunest. avoiding application of biosolids on saturated ro sugossrs:
soiis. appiying biosolids at agronomic rates, maintaining butfer zone setbacks, and “As descrived apbove. the potsntal for surface water runoff of biosolids is low...

incorporating biosolids into the soil after application.” i prehibiting application 1o saturated or frozen ground or areas subject 1o washour,
preveatag minimizing runoff for the period within 30 days of applicarion, and...”

The bioselids are being incorporated ino a farming program as a supplement 1o the

fertilizer program. Farmers use Best Maragement Practices (BMP's) to keep their fertile

topsoil fram eroding, so naturally the farmers are concemned about preserving the farm for

furure generations. Farmers emoploy many sirategies including vegetation, tillags. and <

Farms use vegetation. tillage, and other BMP's to minimize run-or/off conrol, and do not
ymcalty build swuctures o control run-on/off from the entire wartershed. Remember,
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these land application sites aré functioning farms, not dedicated disposal {acifities, Thus,
it is impractical to “prevent runoff” from any major storm event!

Page 3-34, 4" bullet veads:
“The propesed GO includes concenmration limits and cumulative loading rares for
chromium and molybdenum. The propesed GO is therefore more restrictive thap the
existing Part 303 regulations thar do not include fimits for these trace metals.”

ggests deleting this bullet. The reason the EPA eliminated the cumulative
loading rates for both molybdenum and chromium was because they had no scientific
foundation for doing soin the first place. Simiiarly, the inclusion of these limits in the
proposed GO is not based on science either, and is unnecessarily more reswictive than the
existing Part503.

Page 3-33, last paragraph reads:
“As described above. provisions of the GO would require dischargers to implernent
appropriatz BMP’s, such as maintaining setback distances from surface waters and
wells.. preventing runoff for 30 days afier application, and FEQUITRE an 2rosion conrmrol

plan,..”

DT/Ri ooesIs”
“As described above, provisions of the GO would require dischargers implement
appropriate BMP’s, such as maintaining setback distances from surface warers and
wells...preventing minimizing runoff for 30 deys after application, and requiring an
erosion conwol plan._."

The mosi common areas of fand application are fams, Accompanying standard farming
practices, the proposed GO requires vegetated buffer zones and application at agronomic
rates, thus minimizing the potential for runoff from the site for 30 days and longer.
Standaré farms do not have runoff conmrol swuciures other than the BMP's which are
effective. It is not practical to control runoff from a farm other than by the uss of BMP's

Page 3-37, 1* bullet reads:
“If it is found that in the furure that the land application of biosolids is respensible for
aunlawful disposal of hazardous waste, cleanup actions {if reguired} woutd be taken by the

responsibie parties.”

1g: omitting thas statement. If biosolids are applied in accordance with
the GO, ther' they are applied in 2 lawful manner and no hazardous wastes would have
been spread on the soil. This statement only breeds fear.

CHAPTER 4. Land Productivity
Page 4-1, at the end of the 3™ paragraph, RPLBio Gro suggests adding the following
statement: At this time, the application of most fertilizers is unregulatzd.

Page 4-2 reads:
“...both the .physical and chemical conditions of the soil determine the inherent

productiviry...”

45-35
(cont)

45-36

45-37

45-38
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R2I/Rio Gro suggests:

“...both- the physical, biological, and chsmical conditions of the soil darermine the A4

inherent productivity...”

Soils are complex in nature, and 2il thres components of soils: physical, chemicai. and
biological impact its inherent productiviry.

Page 4-4, 1" paragraph reads:
“Elements that would be added to the soil include nirrogen, phosphorus, polassium.
caleium, magnesium, sodium. and chloride. All of these elemants except phosphorus are
water soluble and can be ieached {rom upper soil layers.”

/Bio Gro suggests:
“The major elements that would be added to the soil include nitrogen, phosphorus,
potassium, calcium, magnesium, sodium. and chloride. All of these elemems, excep:
phosphorus which is not water soluble, will bond to the soil's cation =xchange sites, and
are not likely to be leached from upper soil layers, The nirate form of nitrogen and
chloride are warter soluble and may be leached if the biosolids are not applied a1
agronomic rates.”

The suggested change is based on basic soil scienc:, and better reflects the soil
environment.

Page 4-8, 1" bullet reads:
“A relatively narrow rangs of soils and crops were considered by the EPA in evaluating

potential impacts on erop vields and preductivity. This rangs did not adequately raflect
the range of soil and crop conditions found in California.™

; gaests:
A relatively narrow range of 30ils and crops wers considered by the EPA in evaluaring
potential impacts on crop vields and productivity based on svorse case scenerios of
areas with higher rainfall and lower soil pH*s, Thats range did not adeguatal: reflect
the specific range of soil and erop climate conditions found in California.”

The suggestad chenge is to reflect the fact a lot of research was done for the 303 Rule in
hersher climates with more susceptibitity for nitrogen and trace metals to move through
the soit profile to groundwater.

Page 4-12, Mitigation Measure 4-2 Extended Grazing Restriction Period to Allow for SOC
Biodegradation
These resting periods are stated to “promote maximum degradation of SOCs and
pathogens before zrazing animais are exposad to the soil.”

RET/Bio Gro suggesis:

Ormi: the extended criteria above the 30 dayvs as required by the Part 503 Rule. The 30-
day restriction was based on scientific data and has besn found w be adequate time to
protect animal health. TUniess thers is scientific evidence to support the extended
resricnion, it should be eliminatzd, Each wastswater treatment plant is required to do

45-49
(cont)

45-41

45-42

45-43
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apprapriai¢ testing via theit NPDES permits with the EPA. These rzports typically show
that the SOC’s are minimal or non-detecrs.

Page 4-15, Mitigation Measure 4-3: Frack and 1dentify Biosolids Application Sites
/Bio Gro suga eliminatng this mitigation measure. It is not 2 detriment o the
environment to wack biosolids. Biosolids ars a recognized as a licensed 2nd labeled soil
- amendment by the Californiz Department of Food and Agriculture. The intent of this
database would appear w address public concerns vegarding crop contamination, and thus
only perpetuate the negative public perception problem.

CHAPTER 5. Public Health

Table 5-1 Survival time neads a duration specifiad.

Page 5-29, Mitigation Measure 5-2: Extend Grazing Restriction Period to Allow for
Pathogen Reduction extends the site resting period for grazing animals be exrended to
90 days, and the site vse oy cattle for 60 davs. These resting periods are stated 1o
“promore maxirnum degradation of pathogens {and SOCs) before grazing animals are
exposed to the sofl.”

RPI/Bio Gro sugeesis omitting the extended criteria above the 30 days as required by the
Part 503 Rule. The 30 days restriction was based on scientific dara and has been found as
adequate time to protect animal health. Unless there 15 scientific evidence to support the
extended reswiction. it should be eliminated. Each ‘Wastewater weatrment plant is required
to do appropriate testing via their NPDES permits with the EPA. Thess reports typically
show that the SOC"s are minimal or non-detects,

CHAPTER 10 Air Ouality

Page 10-8. Mitigation Measure 10-2: Control Fugitive Dust From Unpaved Roads, bullet 1
reads: “Limit truck travel nn uwnpaved roads te 67 VMT per day.”

I/Bio Gro sugeesys: .
Limit truck trave! on unpaved roads by imposing a speed limit of 15 mph.

Most farms receiving biosolids throughout the state are in rural areas with few sensitive
PM10 and PM 2.5 receptors. Also because of the rural sites the roads are typically not
paved. Imposing a limit on ruck ravel miles per day is not feasible for many sites.
There are other alismarives, such as speed fimit and mandarory road watering.

Page 10-8, Miiigation Mensure 10-2; Conrtrol Fugitive Dust from Unpaved Roads, bullet 2
reads:

“Apply water or chemical stabilizers that have po secondary ecological effects to

unpaved roads in suificient quantities ro prevent visible dust emissions and limit wuck

wravel on unpaved roads 1 134 VMT perdav.”

i gaests:

oply water or chemical stabilizers that have no secondary ecelogical effzcts to
unpaved roadsin sufficient quantities to prevent visible dust emissions and limis

minimize fugitive dust by imposing a 15 mph speed lmit on unpaved roads.” J

il
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Some air quality disiicts are working with farmers to minimize PM2.5 and PM 10
emissions, and 2 15 mph speed limit and watering roads are two of their most effective
tools. This is 2 farming practice, and limiting truck waffic on the farm impedes the
farming business. and {s often not practical for the hiosolids DrOgram.

P L Noise
Page 11-6, Mitigation ¥easure II-I: Avoid the Use of Haul Routes near Residential Land
Uses reads:
“If the use of haul routes near residenrial land uses cannot be aveided, the project
applicant and or wansporter will limit project-related truck taffic tw daylight hours (8
am. o 6 pm.).”

i guests:
“If the use of haul routes near residentiai land uses canno: be avoided, the project
applicant and or gansporter will limit projectrelated muck traffic 1o davlight hours. 48

AR te-prm)

Confining operations 1o daylight hours is not feasible on many projects. The largar
weatment plants operate round the clock and have minimal storage Tor their bjosolids.
Another difficulty in operating during daylight hours ecaly, and especially the given time
frame of 8am-6pm, is the coordination of truck wavel tirme to the rural areas. In large
urban areas restricting truck travel during daylight hours eliminates would necessanly
mean that there is additional wuck wraffic on the roads when there is the mast waffic. This
would result in more waffic-related emissions being generated than is necessary. This
limitation would aiso make land application not feasible in many arezs.

TER 13, Cumulative Impaer

Page 13-4, I* bullet reads;
“requiremenis for the discharger to use the services of a certified agronomist, crop

advisor, or agricultural enginser to deveiop additional management practices refatad to:

1) determining the agronomic rate for biosolids application projects that includas all )

nirogen sources applied..."

PLI/Bi ugge: dding:
“requirements for the discharger to use the services of a cermified agronomisi, ¢rop
advisor, soils sclentist, or agriculmrai engineer to develop additional managsment
practices related 1o: 1) determining the agronomic rate for biosolids applicatien projects
that includes a]l niwrogen sources applied...”

Again, ARCPACS sets the standards for professional certifications for agronomists and
soil scientists alike. Soil scienists are qualified o determine the 2cological implications
of a recomumendad agronomic rate.

TABLE 15-1
RE[/Bio Gro suggests updating (and spell checking) TABLE 15-1 to reflect the proposad

changes in this document.

45-48
{conp)

45-49

45-50

45-31
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Page 14, Item 9 reads: .
“Application of biosoiids at rates in excess of the nirogen requirements of the vegetation
General Order may be allowed for soil reclamation projects... A report prepared by 2 Certified
Agvonomist, Registered Agriculiural Engineer or Registered Civil Enginesr providing
Page 2, Item 3a reads: this demonstration..."
“Agriculture: The practice, science, or art of using the soil for the production of ¢rops or
raising livestock for man’s use.” RPLIBio Gro suggssis:
“Applicacion of biosolids at rates in excess of the nitrogen requiraments of the vegetation 45-56
P gegis: . o . _ may be allowed for soil rectamation projects... A report prepared by a Certified Soil_
Agriculture: The practice, science, or art of using the soil for the production of crops  |45-52 Scientist, Certified Agronomist, Registered Agriculural Engineer or Registered Civil
and/or raising livestock for mas’s-human use.” Engineer providing this demonswation...”
Agricuiture is not limited to just crop production or livestock. “Man’s” use may be Again, ARCPACS sets the standards for professional certifications for agronomists and
intended to be all inclusive, but *human” is all inclusive. soil scientists zlike. Soil scientsts are quatified to determine the cological implications
Page 5, Item ak. reads: of 2 recommendsc agronomic e .
‘_‘T_ailu.»a(e-:-l_- Excess water discharged to surface warer bodies resulting from crop Page 14, Ttem L2 table, ceiling concentation {mg/ke dry weight) levels are such that the Copper
irrigation, ’ ceiting is 2300 mg/kg and the lead ceiling is 350 mg/kg.
, 45-57
PA H ggosts: 45-53 RPI/Bio Gro suggssts adjusting the copper and lead ceiling rates to the scientifically
Tailwater: Excess water dissharged-to-suzface water-bedies resulting from crop irrigation. ) based lirnits within the 490CFR303 Rule. Copper should then be 2300 and lead 840
mg/kg on a dry weight basis.
Some farms have tailwater remun systems that collect the ailwater and rerwm it (o the
field. thus no water is discharged to surface wazer bodies. Page 15, Item B. 4. table, cumulative loadings (kg'ha) tevels are such that the molybdenum
tevel is 18 kg/ha and seienium is 100 ke/ha.
Page 9, Item 12 45-58
RPI/Bio Gro suggests changing the classifications of varving “threats to water quality.” REUBio Gro suggests adjusting the molybdenum and selenium cumulative loading rates
The “threat 1o water quality” complexity ratings brings about nepative connotations o the to the seientificatly-based limits within the 40CFR303 Rule, Molybdeaum should b2
biosolids application. The majority of problems associated with land application of {45-54 eliminated.
biosolids are public perception, and this rating system implies that no matrer how big the :
farm there will be a threat to water quality if biosolids are applied. Page 15, Item 6 reads:
“If biosolids are applied to ground surfaces having a slope greater than ten percent, a
Page 14, Ifem 7 reads: report, including an erosion control plan. shall be prepared by a Centified Agronomist.
“Surface water runoff the permitted site resulting from irrigation of sites to which Registered Agricultural Engineer...”
biosolids has been applied is prohibited for 30 days after application of biosolids if
vegetarion in the application area and along the path of runoff does not provide 33 fest of RPI/Bic Gro suggests:
unmeowed grass or similar vegetation in the application area and along the path of runof? “If biosolids are applied 1 ground surfaces having a slove greater than tem percent. 2 45-50
to prevent the movement of bioselids from the application site.” report, including an erosion contro! pian, shall be prepared bv a Centified Agrononust.
] 45-55 Cerrified Soil Scientist, Registered Agriculrural Engineer...
RPI/Bio Guo suggests:
“From the permitted site, irvigasion water ninoff shall be prohibited for 30 days after Again, ARCPACS sets the standards for professional certifications for agronomists and
applicarion of biosolids if the appiied arsa does not provids a setback of 33 feet of soil scienists alike. Soil scisntists are qualitied t determine the ecological implications
unmowed grass or similar to prevent the movement of biosolids from the appiication of 2 Tecommended 2gronomiic tate in any nvirenment. Erasion conrol is a critical part
site.™ of the soil science curricuium.
The wording on the first siatement was difficult to follow, and the suggested ianguage is Page 17, Irem 8 reads:
Jjust more concise. () 500 feet from domesiic supply wells, 45-60
() 10 fest from agriculmural buiidings J
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i 1g2ess:

Page 2, Item 2 reads: . . Hieved: "
(b} 200 feer from domestic supply wells. A “Description of ireatmsznt and how vector atraction reduction was achjeved:
(£) omir
) BEI@‘Q !i[Q suggests: ) -
Mast septic svsiems (iuntweated éffluent) are permitted to be installed within 200 feet from 45-60 “Deseription of vector artraction reduction option: T
the Zouse and well. as required by the GO, biosolids must mest stricr quality in order 1o - ) . .
PR L ’ S A * . . " : i i fi s G Oration as per
be eligiple for land application. and are applied ar agronomic rates so that they are at {cont) Vector atiraction reduction may be achieved in the field by: §-hour incorp : 45-64
most a minimat threat to warer quality. Unlike septage, biosolids are weated 10 a leval 40CFR303 and GO options.
that reduces or liminates pathogens and so they pose less of a threat 10 water quality than . . < ;
sepiic systems with their 200 foot setbacks do. Page 2, Item 3 Table requires the background soil concentrations for metal?_. “““'j‘;“i: s
) PCBs. and SOCs. RPL/Bio Gro recommends that the PCBs and SOCs _backgroun  levels
Page 18, Item 6 reads: for soils be omiited from the reguizement. These tests are very ]exgensui'e “gq.ﬁz:mﬁh
: s sy P P . . eab]i 3 i I ve, lnaday &
“Biosolids’ storage facilities that contain biosolids between October 1 and April 30 shall on PCBs and SOC_s are established, thus the aata W‘u be inconclusive g
be covered during periods of runoff inducing periods." EPA NPDES requirement evaluates the required testing program.
RPI/Bio Gro suggests; 45-61 Page 3, Item 4 Table contains: Land Use Zone and Site Zoning, Pubiic Access Conirols, Runotf
- g .
“Biosolids storage facilities will be evaluated on an individual basis.” Conirols, Distance 1o nearest water body.
. . . . . - . . ; a i ming be used, and the others
Each site is unique in temms of local climate, soils, amount of biosolids o be stored, RP[/Bio Gro suggests that ither Land Use Zone or Site Zoning be used, te fam fields. | 45-65
runoff controls, ste. listed above be eliminated. Public conwols are ofter: not necessary on remote .
Runeff controls, again, are inherent on the project by applving quality biosolids E! 5
a : ; . ; i arest water bodies
Page 20, Item 3 reads: agronormic zates, 1ncorgoranon._and_ b\_lffer &c‘)nes. T(ZF d;stz:cei flc; gfeﬂk e ouah the
“Also, the discharger shall netify adjacent property owners with parcels abutting the should be included on the map if withir: buffer zone :st nee, h-hGO g
subject land application site...” preperty, then the buffer zones must be marked eon the map. as per the GO.
‘ o - o 45-62 ) L
RP]/Bio Gro suggests that this requirement be eliminated. The GO requires a minimum Page 3, Item 8.b.3. reads: ed roaduay”
setback distance irom adfacent propertv owners. The requirements of the GO are such “Identify all load restrictions for each waveled roadway
that activities en the biosolids appiied site will not impacr the adfacent properties. 45-66
. RPI/Bio Gro suggests; ) . A . -
Pre-applicatipn Report Eliminate this requirement. as the time required to evaluate every r_oad that the Fruci:s
may wave! on in any given area is not feasibie. The proposed waffic route required in
RP¥/Bio Gro suggests in the first paragraph that clarification be made as 10 the frequency of the 8.b.1 is most descripiive.
required pre-application report (initial abplication, annuaily or ever?) and if the report must be .
submitted {or each biosolids type 1o be applied 10 the site, Page 7, General Reporting . . . ; .
P e = m that this section clarify t what form the anticipated RWQCB's 45-67
Page 1, Items 1b. and c. reads: response will be. Will it be a written response, or will the 3¢ day expiration be a given
b, Run-on/runoff conrrols approval.
<. Storage or staging arcas
RPI/Bin Gro suggests;
b. be eliminated on the basis that this land appiication of biosolids is a standard
fertilizer practice on a farm. The program has built in BMP"s and erosion controis 45-63
(L.e., 2gronomic rates, bufer zones, eic.}, as discussed further in comments for Page
3-28.
¢. Siorage ersiagingareas. RPYBio Gro suggests omiTing staging areas becausa
staging areas often move within the apoliable boundariss of the field, in order to
avoid compacting cne specific area.



Responses to Comments from RPI / Bio Gro

45-1. The commenter’s support for the draft EIR is noted. No response is necessary.
45-2. Thecommenter’ sconcernsareaddressed inthe Responsesto Comments45-3through 45-67.
45-3. See Master Response 2.

45-4. Comment noted; however, this specific rating system used by the SWRCB and individual
RWQCBsiscodified in the California Code of Regulations and is not subject to change. It
provides a uniform ranking system for use in establishing fees for waste discharge
requirements.

45-5. Comment noted. After reviewingthequalificationsfor acertified soil scientist, the proposed
GO has been changed to include that classification for field work. The text for draft EIR
page ES-9, seventh bullet is revised asfollows:

“no application . . . for land reclamation sites if a certified agronomist,
certified soil scientist, registered agricultural engineer, or registered civil
engineer . ..”

45-6. Vegetation is not necessarily the same as unmowed grass. Vegetation could easily include
shrubs and trees which would not serve the same purpose as afilter strip of unmowed grass.

45-7. See Master Response 9.

45-8. Comment noted. Thetext for draft EIR page ES-9, 11" bullet is revised as follows:
“no application . . . in areas subject to gully erosion . . .".

45-9. Comment noted. Thetext for draft EIR page ES-10, fifth bullet is revised as follows:

“If the dope . . . an erosion control plan must be prepared by a qualified
erosten-controt-spectatist professional.”

45-10. Comment noted. Currently both tenants and landowners are required to be notified. Also,
the text for draft EIR page ES-11, first bullet isrevised as follows:

“Aninitial NOI must . . . for each biesohdssotree-and discharge site.”
45-11. Asgroundwater is closer to the ground surface, the potential effects of the application of

soil amendments and fertilizers, including biosolids, is more likely to have an adverse
impact on groundwater. Also, the cost of monitoring well system installation is reduced

California State Water Resources Control Board June 30, 2000
General Waste Discharge Requirements for Chapter 3. Comments and
Biosolids Land Application Responses to Comments

Final Statewide Program EIR 3-146



45-12.

45-13.

45-14.

45-15.

45-16.

45-17.

45-18.

45-19.

with groundwater closer to the ground surface. We understand that metal s and pathogens,
when applied at an agronomic rate, are unlikely to travel through the soil column for
significant distancesinmost of California ssoils. However, thepotential for nitrogen salts
to travel if biosolids are applied at above an agronomic rate is much more likely.
Groundwater monitoring, however, will be used to evaluate compliance. Also see
Response to Comment 21-33.

The commenter recommends eliminating the mitigation measure that would extend the
initial grazing waiting period from the Part 503 regulations-mandated 30 days, to 60-90
days. Thecommenter indicatesthat the potential for pathogensto survive diminishesover
time with exposureto harsh soil environment and ultraviol et radiation from sunlight. The
commenter also mentions the fact that the EPA 30-day grazing waiting period was based
on extensive research and risk assessment analysis.

The fact that the potential for pathogens to survive diminishes over time in a harsh soil
environment isprecisely why SWRCB staff haverecommended in Mitigation M easure4-2
that the grazing wait period be extended. There remains some scientific uncertainty over
the presence of pathogens and SOCs in soils to which biosolids have been added. The
NRC, in its 1996 report on “Use of Reclaimed Water and Sludge in Crop Production,”
thought that additional research needs to be completed on the 30-day wait period. The
mitigation measureis prudent and appropriately conservativein the absence of conclusive
information on thisissue. Also see Master Response 7.

On page 3 of Table ES-1, the first impact has been corrected as follows:
“Potential soil degradation at recreation-area appteteation-application sites’

See Master Response 8.

See Master Response 5.

See Master Response 5.

See Master Response 5.

Comment noted. Thetext for page 2-11, second paragraph of the draft EIR, isrevised as
follows:

“Animportant . . . must_initially prepare and submit . . .”.
The “threat to water quality” and “complexity” categories relate to the fee structures and
should beincluded inthe proposed GO and draft EIR. Also see Responseto Comment 45-
4,

California State Water Resources Control Board June 30, 2000
General Waste Discharge Requirements for Chapter 3. Comments and
Biosolids Land Application Responses to Comments
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45-20.

45-21.

45-22.

45-23.

45-24.

45-25.

See Master Response 4.

The intent of this sentence was to characterize the typical pH range associated with fine-
textured soils. It was not intended to suggest that soil texture alone wasthe primary factor
controlling pH, as it is indeed controlled to a lesser degree by the factors listed by the
commenter. However, the second-to-last sentencein thethird paragraph on draft EIR page
3-1lishereby modified to clarify that not all fine-textured soils are near-neutral to alkaline:

The pH (discussed below) of fine-textured soils typicaly ranges from near
neutral to strongly akaline.

Theintent of thissentencewasto characterizethetypical pH range associated with coarse-
textured soils. It was not intended to suggest that soil texture alone wasthe primary factor
controlling pH, as it is indeed controlled to alesser degree by the factors listed by the
commenter. However, the first full sentence on draft EIR page 3-2 has been modified to
clarify that not all coarse-textured soils are near-neutral to acidic:

The pH (discussed below) of coarse-textured soils typically ranges from near
neutral to strongly acidic.

The original sentence, through the use of “e.g,” provided two examples (i.e., calcium and
ammonium) of the 16 cations needed for plant growth. The second sentencein the second
full paragraph on page 3-2 has been revised to provide afull listing of the cationsrequired
for plant growth, per the commenter’ s suggestion:

Certain cations (i.e., carbon, hydrogen, oxygen, phosphorous, potassium,

nitrogen, sulfur, calcium, iron, manganese, boron, copper, zinc, chlorine and
molybdenum) are essential for plant growth in small. . ..

Comment noted. The role that organic matter plays in the physical, biological and
chemical properties of soilsis described in the remainder of the text under the “Organic
Matter” header.

Comment noted. The EIR is hereby revised to include the following text as the second
paragraph on page 3-9:

At Clemson University (MclLeod and Hegg 1984), a study of pasture runoff
from areas treated with various inorganic fertilizer sources was conducted.
Based on the results of the study, the authors concluded that runoff from plots
with biosolids fertilizer had the least overall potential for pollution when
compared to plots receiving dairy manures, poultry manures, or chemical
fertilizers.

California State Water Resources Control Board June 30, 2000
General Waste Discharge Requirements for Chapter 3. Comments and
Biosolids Land Application Responses to Comments
Final Statewide Program EIR 3-148



45-26.

45-27.

45-28.

45-29.

45-30.

45-31.

45-32.

45-33.

45-34.

The commenter suggests including, in the last paragraph on page 3-10, a discussion of
nutrient uptake by plants via adsorption.

Comment noted. The commenter rightly notes that some uptake of nutrients (and metals
and organic substances) by plants occurs through adsorption of elements and compounds
associated with fine dust deposited on leaves and aboveground portions of plants. Thisis
thebasisfor horticultural management of plantsby foliar spraysand dusting. Additionally,
adsorptionisaminor pathway, and the land application of biosolidsisnot likely to change
this.

In response to the commenter’ s suggestion, the following text replacesthe second bulleted
item on page 3-11 of the draft EIR:

Biosolids contain both trace el ements and heavy metals, but generally in small
quantities, most trace elements and heavy metals can be taken up by plants.
Those metals which cannot be taken up by plants are usually bound by soil
particlesand will not be plant-available. High concentrations of certain heavy
metals may be toxic to plants.

The suggested changeis semantic in nature and would not substantively changetheintent
or significance conclusion finding for the impact.

See Responses to Comments 1-4 and 23-31.

The ARCPACS has been reviewed and it has been determined that the soil scientist
certification program does require sufficient knowledge to perform some duties required
by the draft EIR. However, since the draft EIR does not provide adiscussion of the Board
of Professional Engineersor Geol ogistsand Geophysicists, adiscussion of the ARCPACS
will not be included.

The proposed GO requires control of runoff offsite in some specific cases. The
recommended changes have not been made.

Comment noted. The text for page 3-29, third paragraph, third sentence of the draft EIR
isrevised asfollows:

“The GO defines. . . or recommended by a Certified Agronomist or Certified
Soil Scientist.”

Comment noted. Throughout thedraft EIR, reviseasfollows: replace” RWQCB engineer”
with “RWQCB staff.”

The subject paragraph aso references “ other professionals.” No change is needed.

California State Water Resources Control Board June 30, 2000
General Waste Discharge Requirements for Chapter 3. Comments and
Biosolids Land Application Responses to Comments
Final Statewide Program EIR 3-149



45-35.

Comment noted. The text for page 3-33, second paragraph, second sentence of the draft
EIR isnow revised as follows:

“Asdescribed . . . to washout, requiring BMPsfor runoff control or preventing

45-36. See Master Response 4.

45-37. Comment noted. Thetext for draft EIR page 3-35, last paragraph, fourth sentence of the
isrevised asfollows:

“Asdescribed . . . towashout, requiring BMPsfor runoff control or preventing

45-38. The change requested by the commenter was not made because the statement in the EIR
is factual. Thestatement doesnotimply that biosolidsare considered hazardousmaterials.

45-39. The change requested by the commenter was not made because the EIR focuses on the
effects of land application of biosolids. It does not compare these impacts to the effects
or requirements for other soil amendments (fertilizer).

45-40. SWRCB staff agreeswith thecommenter. Thefirst sentence of thefirst paragraph on page
4-2 has been changed asfollows:

R the physical, biological, and chemica conditions of the soil determine the
inherent......”

45-41. SWRCB staff agreeswith the commenter. The second through fourth sentencesin thefirst
paragraph on page 4-4 of the draft EIR have been hereby revised:

The major Eelements that would be added to the soil from biosolids
applications include nitrogen, phosphorous, potassium, calcium, sodium, and
chloride. All of these elements except phosphorus are water soluble and,
although they typically bond to soil particles, can be leached from upper soil
layers. Phosphorus commonly isretained in the upper soil layers. The nitrate
form of nitrogen is water soluble and may be leached to deeper soil layers and
groundwater if applied in excess of agronomic rates.

45-42. The commenter suggests revising the text of the first bulleted item on page 4-8 to reflect
the view that considerable research has been conducted in harsher climates with higher
rainfall and lower soil pHSs, increasing the potential for more nitrogen and trace metalsto
move through the soil profile to groundwater. These conditions are rare in California,
particularly those likely to receive biosolids applications.

California State Water Resources Control Board June 30, 2000
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45-43.

45-44.

45-45.

45-46.

45-47.

45-48.

45-49.

Comment noted. However, the commenter may wish to consider that soil texture, organic
matter content and cation exchange capacity also affect the ability of asoil to bind metals
and transmit water. Asnoted in Table D-7 (Appendix D of the draft EIR), several metals
may be mobile in neutral or even alkaline soil pHs. The commenter may also wish to
consider that irrigation of lands on which biosolids may be applied is much more common
in Californiathan the climatically harsher, eastern U.S. croplands. Irrigation, or perhaps
more correctly inefficient or over-irrigation of these lands, can also transfer nutrients and
metals applied to soils viabiosolids to groundwater. For these reasons, the original draft
EIR text is unmodified, with the comments made part of the final EIR record.

These comments also pertain to the recommended 60- to 90-day grazing waiting period
identified as a mitigation measure. They indicated that the proposed GO should rely
entirely on therisk study completed by the EPA that established the recommended 30-day
waiting period. The commenter further noted that RWQCBstypically require wastewater
treatment plants to test their sludge as part of their NPDES permit and that these tests
typically show the sludge to have either low- or non-detectable levels of SOCs.

Also refer to Master Response 7 and Response to Comment 1-3.

Mitigation Measure 4-3, “Track and Identify Biosolids Application Sites,” isintended to
mitigate the public perception by produce buyers and consumers that crops have been
contaminated or damaged by biosolids application. Providing information to the public
about the continued safety of such crops benefits consumers and biosolids application
proponents. Additionally, implementation of atracking system for biosolids application
sites will assist in the monitoring of the proposed GO. No change to the mitigation
measure is required.

The appropriate changes have been madeto Table 5-1, as noted in Response to Comment
9-2.

See Master Responses 7 and 8.
See Master Response 5.
See Master Response 5.

The last sentence of Mitigation Measure 11-1 on page 11-6 of the draft EIR isrevised as
follows:

“If the use of haul routes near residential land uses cannot be avoided, the
project applicant or transporter will limit project-rel ated truck trafficto daylight

hours{8-am-te-6pr).”

California State Water Resources Control Board June 30, 2000
General Waste Discharge Requirements for Chapter 3. Comments and
Biosolids Land Application Responses to Comments
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Existing noise regulations limit operations to daylight hours to reduce noise impacts on
residential areas. These limitations do not apply to other routes. Identifying the range 8
am.-6 p.m., however, isunnecessarily restrictive. Deletingtheidentifiedtimeframeinthe
mitigation measure does not change the measure’ s effectiveness.

45-50. Comment noted. Thetext for draft EIR page 13-3, first bullet is revised as follows:
“requirements for the . . . crop advisor, certified soil scientist . . .”

45-51. Table 15-1 has been revised based on changes to mitigation measures identified in this
final EIR. Refer to Appendix C for a revised version of the Mitigation Monitoring
Program, Table 15-1.

45-52. See Response to Comment 49-8.

45-53. See Response to Comment 23-30.

45-54. See Response to Comment 45-19.

45-55. See Response to Comment 49-17.

45-56. Comment noted. Prohibition No. 12 of the proposed GO has been revised to read:

“Application of biosolids . . . by a Certified Agronomist, Certified Soil
Scientist, Registered Agricultural Engineer . . ."

45-57. See Master Response 4.

45-58. See Master Response 4.

45-59. Comment noted. Discharge Specification No. 6 of the proposed GO has been revised as
follows:

“If biosolids . . . shall be prepared by a Certified Soil Scientist, Certified
Agronomist, Registered Agricultural Engineer . . . soil erosion.”

45-60. See Responses to Comment 23-38 and Master Response 3.

45-61. The proposed GO’s requirement for covering stored material has been modified; it now
requires covering if material is stored for more than 24 hours at the application site. See
Master Response 9.

45-62. Notification of adjacent landowners helps prevent nuisances and nuisance complaints.
Notification can also assist in limiting access.

California State Water Resources Control Board June 30, 2000
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45-63. ThePre-Application Report has been changed to omit any staging identification.
45-64. Comment noted. This portion has been revised and states the following:
Description of treatment-ane-how vector attraction reduction was-achieved
achievement:”
Sail testing for PCBs and SOCs was never intended. It isnow clarified asnot included in
the reporting.

45-65. Public access controls, runoff controls, site zoning and distance to water bodies have been
omitted from that portion of the document and included in the NOI.

45-66. Theload restrictions for truck routes have been omitted .

45-67. The response to an emergency reporting will vary with the magnitude of the
noncompliance. Asrequiredin Provision No. 17, written notification should be submitted
within five days.

California State Water Resources Control Board June 30, 2000
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